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13. Minnesota has reached a solution of the problem that 
seems, on the whole, quite satisfactory. Other near-by states have 
made little or no effort to solve the problem, notwithstanding that 
conditions are similar to those in our own state.
14. Iowa’s efforts to date to equalize the costs of education for 
farm and nonfarm people living in the same school districts have 
been relatively ineffective.
15. Several practical methods of equalizing the costs o f edu­
cation for farm and nonfarm people living in the same Iowa dis­
tricts, in a manner that would apparently be satisfactory to both 
groups, have been suggested and are presented herein.
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Iowa's Vanishing Farm Youth 
and Their Schools
By W. H. Lancelot and Barton Morgan
I. IO W A 'S VAN ISH ING FARM YOUTH
The number of young people living on Iowa farms has been 
steadily declining over a long period. The recent federal census 
shows that the movement of farm youth to towns and cities was 
general throughout Iowa during the 30’s, despite the limited op­
portunities for employment in the urban centers. In some counties 
this movement was so great that the number of young people re- .*< 
maining on farms was considerably less than that needed to replace 
the present farm population.
During the 10-year period ending in 1940, the total population 
of the towns and cities of the state increased by approximately 
115,000. On the other hand, there was a loss of nearly 48,000 
people from the farms. This decrease would probably cause no 
concern but for the disturbing fact that it consisted essentially 
of children and youth less than 21 years of age. The decline in 
farm young people exceeded by more than 20,000 the total loss ip 
farm population, the difference being made up by an increase in 
the number of adults living on farms. The average age of the 
farm people of the state is therefore rising, and the ability of 
the farm population to reproduce itself is declining as a result of 
its diminishing proportion o f young people.
There were 56 counties in Iowa which gained in total popu­
lation during the census period from 1930 to 1939, inclusive. In 
every one of these, however, the number of young people living on 
farms actually declined; and in 3Q counties of the 43 whose popu­
lations declined during that 10-year period, the loss o f farm young 
people exceeded that in total population. In every county but six 
the adult population increased.
The average loss of young people per county from the farms 
of the state was 691. While the number declined in all, the losses 
differed widely in the various counties. The decrease was least in
' V;
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Boone County, in which the number diminished by 155. In only 
five other counties was the loss less than 300. On the other hand, 
there were 12 counties in which the decline in farm young people 
exceeded 1,000; and in four of these, Hardin, Harrison, Pottawat­
tamie and Woodbury, it was more than 1,500. For the state as a 
whole, the decrease in the number of farm young people less than 
21 was 68,404.
The decline in the number of young people living on Iowa 
farms is primarily due to the diminishing birth rate among farm 
people, which fell by approximately 26 percent during the 20-year 
period from 1920 to 1939. Since the recent census indicates that 
the farm birth rate in Iowa declined by about 10 percent during 
the latter half of that period, it appears that the downward trend 
was still under way in 1940.
/
Human Resources of Farms Are Failing
More important than the cause or extent of the decline ¿n the 
number of rural young people in the past is the question of Whether 
enough children are being born on the farms o f Iowa now to re­
place the generation that is passing. A  special report o f the United 
States Bureau of the Census1 shows that the farm people of the 
state are still producing about 38 percent more children than are 
required to meet replacement’ needs. This means that if all o f the 
children who are now being reared on Iowa farms should remain 
there, the agricultural population of the state would be increased 
by 38 percent during the next generation.
The troublesome fact is that so many children and youth are 
leaving farms that not enough are left to meet replacement needs. 
Even during the decade from 1930 to 1939, when migration was 
largely prevented by general unemployment, young people were 
migrating at an estimated rate which would remove 43 percent of 
them in a single generation. With the return of normal conditions, 
the loss of farm young people from migration can hardly fall short 
of 50 percent. It follows that while farm people are now produc­
ing 138 children for every 100 required for replacement, one-half 
or more of these will eventually be lost through death or migration, 
and not more than one-half, or 69, will remain on the farms.
'Bureau of the Census. Population: differential fertility, 1940 and 1910, p. 26.
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The prospective decline in the farm population of Iowa during 
the next generation is therefore 31 percent or more. Wide differ­
ences exist in this respect, however, in the various counties. The 
estimated decline in total farm population would be 10 percent or 
less in Bremer, Buchanan, Fayette, Howard, Jackson and Wash­
ington counties; and it would be between 10 and 20 percent in 11 
other counties. At the other end of the scale, there are nine coun­
ties— Cass, Clarke, Decatur, Harrison, Ida, Monona, Page, Potta­
wattamie and Ringgold— whose farm populations will probably 
decline under existing conditions by 50 percent or more during 
the next generation; and in 21 others, the estimated decline will 
be between 40 and 50 percent.
Contrary to expectations, the rate of migration of rural chil­
dren and youth to urban centers does not seem to be much affected 
by the declining farm birth rate. As shown by table 1, there were 
14 counties in the state in 1940 in which the birth rate among the 
farm population exceeded replacement needs by 8 percent or less. 
Yet the average loss of farm young people from these counties 
through migration was 40.5 percent; and in four of them—Cass, 
Grundy, Ida and Pottawattamie—the loss from migration exceeded 
50 percent. This does not mean, of course, that Iowa farms are to 
be unoccupied* in the future. Such a Condition is hardly conceiv­
able. Yet it may mean, as it has in older states to the eastward, 
that Iowa’s fertile farms are in danger of being taken over within 
the next generation or two by a different and perhaps inferior 
type of agricultural population.
O f the 30 counties whose estimated decrease in farm popu­
lation during the next generation will be 40 percent or more, 23 
lie in the western half of the state. The average prospective decline 
for all counties in the western half is 39 percent; it is 27.5 percent 
for all counties in the eastern half. Similarly, the estimated decline 
in the farm population of the four southern tiers of counties is 
approximately 36 percent as against 29 percent in the four 
northernmost tiers of counties. These facts suggest that the great­
est loss will occur in the counties lying in the southwest quarter 
of the state— which is true. As may be noted, seven of the nine 
counties listed above as facing a prospective loss of 50 percent or 
more in their farm: populations lie in southwestern Iowa.
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TABLE 1. CHANGES IN TOTAL POPULATION AND IN FARM POPULATION 
OF IOW A BY COUNTIES, 1930 TO 1939 INCLUSIVE, AND PROBABLE FU­
TURE CHANGES IN FARM POPULATION.
County
Changes during census period 
1930 to 1939 inclusive .
Estimated 
excess of 
farm birth 
rates over 
replacement 
needs 
%
Loss of 
farm young 
people per 
generation 
through 
migration 
%
Estimated 
decline in 
total farm 
population 
during next 
generation * 
%
In
total
population
In
adults
In farm 
young 
people less 
than 21
Adair. ............ _ 695 1 + 23 —  713 22 * 53.5* 43.3 4
Adams........ .. — 281 + 162 —  586 15 50.2 42.7
Allamakee.. . . + 856 + 871 —  285 37 36.2 12.6
Appanoose... . — 590 + 712 — 727 13 55.1 49.3
Audubon........ — 474 + 373 —  798 20 53.3 44.04- 98 4* 1038 —  1020 22 *?0 $ 39.4Black Hawk.. +10800 + 9863 —  511 25 37.6 22.0Boone............. + 511 + 1405 — 155 —  11« 5.5 16.0
Bremer........... + 886 + 1242 — 521 38 33.3 8.0
Buchanan. . . . + 1441 + 1491 — 337 40 33.9 7.5
Buena Vista. . + 1171 1640 —  769 18 46.2 36.5
Butler............ + 369 + 969 —  586 19 38.3 26.5
Calhoun......... — 21 + 644 —  792 11 47.4 41.6
Carroll............ + 444 + 1048 — 740 51 57.8 36.3Cass................ — 775 . + 355 —  956 4 51.9 50.0
Cedar............. + 124 + 835 — 789 5 39.8 36.8
Cerro Gordo.. + 5369 + 4872 — 537 31 35,2 15.1
Cherokee........ + 521 + 1019 — 706 13 45.6 38.5
Chickasaw___ + 590 + 897 — 541 33 39.1 19.0
Clarke............ — 151 + 174 • 518 23 59.3 50.0
Clay............... + 1655 + 1700 — 598 17 38.4 27.9
Clayton.......... — 225 + 575 — * 701 23 36.0 21.3
Clinton........... + 345 + 1480 — 739 21 44.1 32.4 '
Crawford........ — 490 + 489 —  1189 19 56.3 48.0
Dallas............. — 844 + 812 —  923 8 44.0 39.5 -
Davis.............. — 14 + 275 —  652 16 53.0 45.5
Decatur.......... — 891 + 13 — s 815 26 61.5 51.5
Delaware.. . . . + 365 + 743 —  448 57 45.0 13.6
Des Moines... — 1358 + 96 —  456 8 37.6 32.6
Dickinson. . . . + 1203 + 1260 —  287 24 45.6 32.5
Dubuque........ + 2554 + 3502 —  553 58 47.2 16.6
Emmet........... + 550 + 1050 — 588 54 48.6 20.9
Fayette.......... + 6 + 1069 — 393 35 28.6 3.6
Floyd.............. ' + 645 + 1004 — 312 24 34.4 18.6
Franklin......... — 3 + 824 — 903 14 40.7 32.4
Fremont........ — 888 + 185 — 903 11 54.8 49.8
Greene............ + 71 + 744 — 818 19 47.6 37.6
Grundy.......... — 615 + 646 —  1113 4 50.1 48.1
Guthrie.......... — 114 + 514 —  537 27 47.1 32.8
Hamilton....... — 1056 + 341 —  978 15 52.2 45.0 •
Hancock........ + 600 + 1122 —  718 32 41.5 22.8
Hardin........... — 417 + 783 —  1501 14 52.8 46.2
Harrison........ — 2130 760 —  2326 39 67.8 55.2
Henry............ + 334 + 788 —  596 8 30.7 25.2
Howard.......... + 449 + 689 — 335 36 33.5 9.6
Humboldt.. . . + 257 + 769 — 605 26 55.4 43.'8
Ida........... — 886 14 —  788 8 58.4 55.0
Iowa............... — 316 + 441 —  859 29 53.6 40.2
Jackson.......... + 700 + 713 —  219 35 33.3 10.0
Jasper............. ■ --- 1440 + 100 —  974 11 43.3 37.1
Jefferson........ — 479 + 275 — 551 12 43.6 36.8
Johnson.......... + 2915 + 3068 — 372 19 30.7 17.5
Jones.............. + 744 + 1117 —  546 29 36.9 18.6
Keokuk.......... — 742 + 94 — 748 22 49.1 37,9
Kossuth.......... + 1178 + 1696 —  968 48 49.4 25.1
Lee.................. •--- 194 + 1023 — 493 21 38.2 25.2
Linn................ + 6806 + 7534 —  860 19 34.5 22.1
Louisa............ — 191 + 222 — 209 39 45.7 24.5
Lucas.............. --- 543 + 356 — 564 18 46.7 37.1
Lyon.............. + 81 + 643 —  590 40 56.2 38.7
Madison......... + 194 + 408 —  443 24 38.3 23.5
Mahaska........ + 681 + 1169 —  552 12 44.3 37.6
Marion........... + 1292 + 1922 — 832 19 50.6 41.2
Marshall........ + 1679 + 2333 —  788 . 27 43.4 28.1
Mills............... — 802 + 166 — 708 21 45.8 34.4
Mitchell......... + 56 + 530 —  483 31 45.7 28.9
Monona......... + 25 + 675 —  1207 31 62.3 50.6
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TABLE 1—Continued
County
Changes during census period 
1930 to 1939 inclusive
Estimated 
excess of 
farm birth 
rates over 
replacement 
needs 
%
Loss of 
farm young 
people per 
generation 
through 
migration 
%
Estimated 
decline in 
total farm 
population 
during next 
generation5 
%
In
total
population
In
adults
In farm 
young 
people less 
than 21
Monroe.......... _ 457 + 228 —  377 44 51.3 29.9
Montgomery . — 1055 38 — 623 0 48.1 48.1
Muscatine.. . . + 1911 + 1807 — 335 15 32.8 22.7
O’Brien.......... + 884 + L213 — 603 31 40.1 21.6
Osceola........... + 425 + 669 — 492 23 42.5 29.3
Page............... 1017 + 645 — 1019 14 58.5 52.7
Palo Alto....... + 772 + 863 — 312 51 47.7 21.0
Plymouth. . . . 657 + 761 — 1466 15 54.1 47.2
Pocahontas. . . 4- 579 + 892 —  552 43 48.3 26.0
Polk................ +22998 +21222 — 711 0 28.2 28.2
Pottawattamie + 3132 + 252 —  2110 5 56.7 54.5
Poweshiek.. . . + 31 + 618 — 670 18 44.8 34.9
Ringgold........ 829 — 33 — 778 13 62.5 57.7
— 2 + 608 —  574 17 44.4 35.0
+ 7416 + 7550 —  559 5 27.8 24.2
Shelby............ 411 + 411 —  951 44 61.8 45.0
Sioux.............. + 403 + 1221 1102 42 56.1 37.7
Story.............. + 2293 + 2850 —  1057 15 48.3 40.5
+ 441 + 1087 — 643 19 41.1 30.0
601 42 — 546 15 47.3 39.4
_ 1155 — 181 —  502 14 46.4 38.9
Van Buren. . . — 550 + 111 —  514 8 40.9 36.2
+ 3800 + 3619 — 203 11 25.5 17.3
Warren........... 5 + 608 — 997 18 55.1 47.0
Washington .. + 233 + 534 —  268 37 31.7 6.^ 4
479 + 210 —  546 7 47.5 43.9
Webster......... + 1096 + 2308 — 571 27 35.2 17.7
Winnebago. . . + 829 + 1061 — 627 43 s  50.7 29.5
Winneshiek... + 633 + 975 — 625 29 43.0 26.5
Woodbury----- + 1958 + 5022 — 1520 30 54.5 40.8
Worth............ + 285 + 575 — 380 27 41.1 25.1
Wright........... 178 + 812 — 790 27 52.0 29.0
iMinus sign indicates a decrease; a plus sign, an increase.
»Estimated birth rates as given in this column are determined by calculating the 
number of farm children less than S years of age per 1,000 farm wpmen from 20 to 45 
years of age inclusive. The dumber for the state as a whole is easily determined. The 
U. S. Bureau of the Census states that this number is 1.383 times that required for 
replacement. (See Bur. o f the Census. Population: Differential Fertility, 1940 and 1910. 
p. 26.) From these data' the number of children less than 5 per 1,000 women 20-45 re­
quired for replacement may be readily calculated; and by comparing this number with 
the corresponding number found in each county of the state, the farm birth rates o f the 
respective counties in relation to the farm replacement requirement for the state have 
been computed. , - .
sThe loss of farm young people through migration has been determined by (1) 
finding the loss by dearth and migration for each county from the ages of 0 to 4 years 
to 30 to 34 years and (2) subtracting from this the loss from death alone during the 
same period. T o determine the first for any given county—i.e., the loss from death and 
migration— the number of farm children in the age group 10-14 in 1940 has been 
compared with the number in the age group 0-4 in 1930, which was the identical group; 
the number in the age group 20-24 in 1940 was compared with that in the age group 
10-14 in 1930; and the_ number in the age group 30-34 in 1940 was compared with that 
in the age group 20-24 in 1930.
The three losses in percentage thus found were subtracted successively from 100. 
The difference between the final remainder and 100 represents the aggregate percentage 
loss that would be sustained by a group,_ 0.4 in; 1930, from death and migration during 
the subsequent 30 years under the conditioris.orevailing in the decade from 1930 to 1939, 
inclusive. The loss sustained by such a group irom death alone is computed from data 
reported in Vital Statistics of the United States: Supplement 1939-40, Part III, pp.
260-261. . , . , .  , . i
¿The prospective decline reported in this column to f ^ach county is determined 
by multiplying the total birth rate (found by adding the number in column 4 to 100) 
by the percentage Loss from migration given in column 5, and subtracting the result 
from the total birth rate and the remainder so found from 100. 1
«These estimates are based on the migration rates o f the decade 1930 to 1939, 
inclusive, and the birth and death rates of the latter part of that decade. They indi­
cate more or less accurately the population changes that may be expected du*ipg the 
next generation, provided the conditions governing birth, death and migration ^ates 
continue in the future ‘as they were in the decade ' o f the thirties. Ini proportion 's  
those conditions change, the estimates are inaccurate.
«In Boone County, the farm birth) rate was approximately 11 percent below re­
placement requirements.
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How Iowa's Future Will Be Affected
We cannot clearly foresee the consequences of a shrinkage of 
31 percent in the total farm population of Iowa during the next 
generation. That there will be and ought to be a decrease is obvi­
ous in view of the increasing use of power equipment on Iowa 
farms. This change has been taking place over a long period. Yet 
during the 35 years from 1905 to 1939, the total farm population 
diminished by less than 20 percent.
If the agricultural population should decline by 31 percent 
during the next generation, there would be but 632,570 people 
living on the farms of the state, or slightly less than three persons 
for each of the 213,318 farms. Thus the number of children would 
be reduced to less than one per farm, provided the average size of 
farms remained about at it is now. Any population group would, y  
under such conditions, be plainly  ^headed for extinction.
The only apparent alternative would be the general enlarge­
ment of farms through consolidation. There is an unmistakable 
tendency in this direction. However, it seems to be largely offset 
by the increase in intensive farming about the cities as the state 
gradually becomes industrialized. The net result in Iowa has been 
a reduction of less than 2 percent in total number of farms during 
the 30 years ending in 1940. There has been, it is true, a decline 
of about 15 percent during that period in numbers of farms in the 
more highly industrialized states of Illinois, Indiana and Ohio—  
which may or may not yield a clue as to what is in store for Iowa. 
But even if we should assume a similar decrease for our own state 
during the next generation, a decline of 31 percent in the farm 
population would still leave it with too few children to maintain 
itself. Not by the enlargement of farms, therefore, is the problem 
likely to be solved; and it seems to follow that the threatened de­
cline in the farm population deserves the thoughtful attention of 
all people whose interests are bo«nd up with the future of Iowa.
It should be noted that the sober picture just drawn of a prob­
able long-time downward trend in the farm population of the 
state is based solely upon conditions existing in the decade o f the 
30’sx Those conditions may change— for either better or worse. 
They will change for the better if the farm birth rate declines no 
further or if the migration rate of rural young people becomes
9
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less. They will change for the worse if the birth rate continues to 
decline or if the migration rate becomes greater. Such changes 
cannot, of course, be foretold; and so the degree of confidence 
which may be placed in the above forecast is limited.
The vital facts relating to Iowa’s vanishing farm youth which 
have been discussed in this section are presented in detail in table 1.
!!. CAUSES O F  THE M IGRATION
The real reasons for the persistent movement of rural young 
people away from farms are not clearly understood. This move­
ment is commonly regarded as a purely economic phenomenon, to 
be accounted for by the greater opportunities for employment 
which are open to farm youth in towns and cities than in their 
home communities.
This view is supported in part by the fact that about a half of 
the total migration from the farms is that of young people between 
the ages of 15 and 25, the period in which they must ordinarily 
begin to earn their way in life. However, nearly 20 percent of 
the total movement takes place before they reach the age of 15, 
and about 30 percent of it between the ages of 25 and 35. These 
facts suggestJ;hat the migration is in part one of young parents, 
who may be in search of better education for their growing chil­
dren, since the age groups named are the ones which would be 
affected by such a movement. This inference seems reasonable to 
those who have long observed population shifts in Iowa rural com­
munities at first hand.
As a matter o f fact, there is considerable evidence that the mi­
gration of young people from farms is largely a result of the un­
satisfactory educational conditions in school districts having only ^  
one-room rural schools. In these districts, the decline in enroll­
ment during the decade of the 30’s was, as shown in table 2, 19.5 
percent. If we assume that the decline in enrollment reflected 
accurately the decrease in the total number of young people in 
the rural elementary districts, the reported loss of 19.5 percent 
would amount to 60,824 young people from these districts alone. 
Yet the total loss of farm young people for the entirestate during 
that decade is shown by table 1 to have been but 68,404. If follows, 
then, that the decrease in all other districts which include farm
10
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young people—that is, the consolidated and town independent dis­
tricts—was only the difference between 68,404 and 60,824, or 
7,580. This represents a loss of but 6.1 percent of farm young 
people from the consolidated and town independent districts, com­
pared with 19.5 percent from districts having only rural elementary 
schools.
Thus it appears that the proportion of young people who are 
leaving farms is more than three times as great in districts with 
only one-room rural schools as in those which have high schools. 
Aside from the difference in educational advantages, no reason is 
apparent why the migration rate should be so much greater from 
rural elementary districts than from districts with high schools. 
It is hard, therefore, to avoid the conclusion that the migration of 
children and youth from Iowa farms is in some way related to, 
if not largely caused by, the limited educational opportunities pro­
vided in districts with one-room rural schools.
1
Do Rural School Pupils Have a Fair Chance?
We may seriously question whether Iowa’s farm children liv­
ing in rural districts with only elementary schools have a chance 
to secure an education at all comparable with that of all other 
children o f the state. Instead, a great educational gulf seems to 
have been fixed between them and the children who live in other 
districts.
Rural children must ordinarily walk to school in all kinds o f  
weather, often a distance of from 1 to 2 miles. They are usually 
taught by poorly prepared teachers who are not greatly interested 
in their work and who are changed frequently. Teaching aids are 
few and often ill-chosen. Since the average attendance of pupils 
of all ages in these schools is only about 11, classes are so small 
as to prevent the development of active interest through group 
competition. Schoolrooms are relatively bare, and seats are un­
comfortable when occupied for several hours per day. Tempera­
ture and ventilation are. carelessly regulated, often without much 
regard for either comfort or health. Cold lunches are the regular 
fare at noon. The small mixed groups make play difficult or im­
possible during recess and noon periods. Toilet and washing fa­
cilities are poor and often unsanitary. Indeed, it is not at all 
strange that the number of these schools which were rated as
11
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“ standard” has never exceeded one-third of the total number of 
rural elementary schools in the state.
Not all rural schools, of course, have the faults that have been 
named. Yet the picture given is true for the large majority of 
them. On the whole, they are uninspiring; and it is easy to see 
why parents who want their children to have a fair chance should 
be dissatisfied with the inferior sort of education which these 
schools offer.
Later, the children who have completed the eighth grade in the 
rural schools are permitted by Iowa law to attend approved high 
schools with their tuition paid by their home districts. In these 
schools they are outsiders and, in general, merely take what is 
offered. While they are treated well, the subjects which they must 
study have slight relation as a rule to the needs of rural young peo­
ple. Nor are their parents able to correct this situation, since they 
live outside the districts in which the schools are located. Under 
these circumstances, only about 60 percent of the pupils graduating 
from eighth grade go on to high school, as compared with 90 per­
cent from the consolidated and town independent districts of the 
state; and a relatively large number drop out before graduation. It 
follows that educational conditions prevailing in rural elementary 
districts arenas unsatisfactory at the high school level as in the 
lower grades. And it is also obvious that the children in these 
districts who wish to secure the sort of education necessary to suc­
cess in our scientific age have a hard road to travel. Inevitably, 
very many capable, farm-reared young people drop out along the 
way.
Obstacles Are Too Great for Farm Children
The average number of pupils graduating from the eighth 
grade of Iowa’s rural elementary schools during the 2 years of 
1939-40 and 1940-41 was equal to 8.6 percent of the elementary 
enrollment, as compared with 11.5 percent in all other schools Of 
the state. Thus the percentage was approximately onc-third great­
er in the districts with graded school systems than in those with 
one-room schools.
Only in Sioux County did the number of pupils completing 
the eighth grade in the rural schools exceed 11 percent of the total 
enrollment. However, it was more than 10 percent in Cass, Du-
12
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TABLE 2. ENROLLMENTS IN RURAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OF IOW A 
BY COUNTIES, 1940-41, AND PERCENTAGES OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
ENROLLMENTS GRADUATING FROM EIGHTH GRADE AND ATTENDING 
HIGH SCHOOL FROM DISTRICTS W ITH  AND W ITHOUT HIGH SCHOOLS.
County
Enrollment 
in districts 
with 
rural
elementary
schools
1940-41
Decline 
in rural 
elementary 
school 
enrollments 
1930 to 
1940
Percentage of eleinentary enrollment
Graduating from 
eighth grade
Attending 
high school
From
rural
districts
In districts 
with high 
schools
From
rural
districts
From dist. 
with high 
schools
The state....... 123,230 % % % % %19.5 8.6 11.4 29.7 42.4
Adair.............. 1,229 16.5 9.5* 11.5* 31.5* 40.9*
Adams............ 960 25.0 9.8 9.9 31.3 31.8Allamakee.. . . 1 ,524 17.5 8.6 12.8 24.0 44.8
Appanoose---- 1,561 18.4 8.3 10.8 31.2 39.6
Audubon........ 1,191 26.6 9.1 10.8 29.8 41.5
Benton........... 1,386 25.6 7.5 12.7 37.2 42.7Black Hawk.. 1,479 +  3.9 9.1 9.4 29.5 27.4
Boone............. 1,408 11.9 6.1 12.1 30.5 47.8Bremer........... 1,229 24.6 9.4 12.8 25.5 46.5Buchanan. . . . 1,317 26.2 8.2 13.0 30.3 47.3Buena Vista. . 281 27.2 7.0 12.5 34.6 49.7
Butler............. 1,394 25.0 8.0 14.2 21.3 42.1
Calhoun......... 1,036 26.0 9.7 10.9 41.4 45.5
Carroll............ 732 31.0 9.1 10.9 37.8 54.8
Cass................ 1,101 36.4 10.9 10.9 43.5 40.8Cedar............. 862 25.8 9.6 13.4 29.2 45.3Cerro Gordo.. 1,405 18.2 7». 9 10.0 31.3 38.6Cherokee........ 795 23.7 9.2 11.1 37.6 46.2Chickasaw.. . . 1,261 10.0 9.9 12.2 28.2 61.0Clarke............ 1,114 10.9 7.5 10.7 29.4 32.6
Clay................ 721 32.7 9.8 11.0 42.5 41.8Clayton.......... 1,984 10.8 8.7 12.1 25.4 39.6Clinton........... 1,250 23.0 9.3 9.7 28.3 37.8Crawford........ 1,690 23.4 9.1 10.3 25.0 45.8
Dallas............ 1,016 20.8 8.9 11.5 34.1 43.7Davis.............. 1,454 1.5 8.7 10.3 18.5 36.6'Decatur.......... 1,281 29.8 7.3 10.2 28.8 39.7Delaware........ 1,047 13.4 8.0 12.3 25.2 44.5Des Moines... 833 3.3 9.0 13.2 26.8 46.9Dickinson. . . . 417 15.9 7.7 11.5 32.5 42.3Dubuque........ 1,662 +  8.3 10.0 9.8 10.7 57.2Emmet........... 540 41.0 8.7 12.5 31.2 42.7Fayette.......... 1,593 14.8 8.0 11.5 30.2 41.5Floyd.............. 886 25.1 8.4 9.8 34.1 40.5Franklin......... 1,065 31.2 8.2 11.8 35.4 41.2Fremont......... 779 38.3 7.8 11.8 29.2 44.0Greene............ 889 20.4 7.8 12.0 32.4 43.9Grundy.......... 1,012 27.1 9.3 13.1 27.9 50.7Guthrie.......... 1,517 27.8 8.0 12.3 35.0 45.4Hamilton....... 1,285 30.3 8.3 12.9 38.9 48.8Hancock........ 1,188 29.0 10.5 12.1 33.8 39.0Hardin............ 1,193 25.7 9.6 12.9 36.4 51.0Harrison........ 1,620 24.3 9.5 11.9 31.3 41.0Henry............. 955 17.9 7.8 12.3 32.4 42.7Howard.......... 1,245 13.1 8.4 11.5 18.0 43.7Humboldt. . . . 747 33.5 6.9 12.2 38.0 41.8Ida.................. 866 25.8 10.0 15.0 37.3 48.6Iowa............... 1,197 34.4 8.5 11.3 30.5 40.5Jackson.......... 1,768 5.5 10.3 11.6 13.4 43.7Jasper............. 2,238 2.1 7.6 8.9 26.3 36.0Jefferson......... 1,161 23.3 8.6 11.1 32.4 45.8Johnson.......... 1,844 8.4 8.7 8.7 22.9 41.8Jones.............. 1,352 16.9 7.2 12.7 30.8 42.7Keokuk.......... 1,202 11,9 6.4 12.1 31.2 43.8Kossuth.......... 1,540 28.5 10.3 11.1 31.1 43.8Lee.................. 1,095 4.5 9.8 10.5 33.3 41.9Linn................ 1,931 29.8 10.3 18.9 37.2 40.7Louisa............ 557 4.5 8.8 10.7 29.0 39.9Lucas.............. 1,245 27.8 8.2 9.5 26.6 37.6L y o n ............. 1,559 25.4 9.2 10.6 20.7 38.7Madison......... 1,212 11.1 7.0 10.5 28.4 37.4Mahaska........ 1,802 16.0 8.2 11.7 30.6 40.8Marion....... .... 1,584 3.5 8.1 10.2 22.7 37.0
13
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TABLE 2—Continued
County
Enrollment 
in districts 
with 
rural
elementary
schools
1940-41
Declit 
in rur 
element 
schoc 
enrollm 
1930 
194C
ie Percentage of elementary enrollment
ary
>1
ents
:o
Graduati!
eighth
lg from 
?rade
Atten 
high sc
ding
:hool
From
rural
districts
In districts 
with high 
schools
From
rural
districts
From dist. 
with high 
schools
% % % % %
705 20. 8 7.4 10.9 34.7 43.1
Mills............... 1,061 23. 7 7.7 10.8 30.6 38.6
921 1. 8 9.5 12.5 27.6 41.4
1,337 14. 6 9.1 10.8 30.3 37.4
Monroe.......... 1,161 31. 8 9.5 11.2 31.4 39.0
Montgomery . 
Muscatine.. . .
769 9. 7 8.4 11.0 33.4 38.8
1,493 16. 3 7.2 10.1 25.8 37.5
O’Brien.......... 972 28. 3 8.8 11.0 26.3 45.0
Osceola........... 933 21. 1 9.7 11.2 24.5 42.4
1,216 21. 1 6.7 10.7 32.8 38.9
Palo Alto....... 1,221 6. 9 8.2 10.3 32.0 40.0
Plymouth. . . . 1,832 22. 6 9.3 10.6 29.8 44.0
Pocahontas. . . 931 25 2 9.2 12.1 39.3 41.8
P olk............... 1,646 14 4 9.1 11.1 33.0 42.0
Pottawattamie 2,666 24 8 9.4 10.4 32.6 41.2
Poweshiek.. . . 1,198 27 4 9.2 10.4 39.0 46.0
Ringgold........ 1,013 19 5 6.4 11.3 31.0 42.4'
1,105 20 3 9.6 12.2 39.7 44.5
Scott.............. 2,389 +18 3 9.4 11.2 23.2 41.4
Shelby............ 1,106 24 7 8.2 11.3 30.7 41.8
1,922 21 6 11.4 11.3 21.4 39.8
611 17 9 6.9 11.7 38.3 45.8
1,513 8 5 9.2 12.4 33.2 46.1
Taylor............ 1,287 10 3 9.5 12.2 33.9 45.0
855 17.2 6.3 11.5 31.2 45.7
Van Buren. . . 937 18 .5 9.0 13.4 33.0 49.6
Wapello.......... 1,575 11 .3 6.5 8.8 23.3 33.9
1,052 25 .2 8.9 11.4 31.1 39.6
Washington .. 1,358 13 .9 8.0 11.2 32.1 88. ó
1,076 17 .9 8.6 13.1 34.6
Webster......... »  1,627 24 .9 8.0 11.4 31.6 44.9
Winnebago. .. 
Winneshiek..
1,087 22 .9 9.4 12.1 36.0 44.1
1,746 12 .5 8.7 11.1 27.8
Woodbury___ 1,442 15 .5 7.6 10.9 29.0 47.3
Worth............ 898 15 .3 9.7 11.6 36.2 | 46.2
Wright............ 1,329 1 33 .5 9.9 12.8 36.0 46.7
* These figures represent 2-year averages for school years of 1939-40 and 1940-41.
buque, Hancock, Ida, Jackson, Kossuth and Linn counties. On 
the other hand, there were six counties in which the. percentage 
graduating from the rural elementary schools fell below 7 percent 
of the elementary enrollment. In contrast with these figures, the 
percentage o f elementary pupils who finished the eighth grade in 
the consolidated, town and city schools of the state exceeded 13 
percent in seven counties; and in two of these, Ida and Linn, it 
was 15 percent or more.
There is an even greater difference in the proportions of pupils 
attending high schools from the two types of districts. For the 
entire state, the average number of pupils from rural elementary 
districts who were enrolled in high schools outside their home dis-
14
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tricts in 1939 40 and 1940-41 was 29.7 percent of the number en­
rolled in the elementary grades. As compared with this, the num­
ber of pupils living in consolidated, town and city districts, who 
were enrolled in high schools, was 42.4 percent of the elementary 
enrollment in those districts. The proportion of young people 
who were enrolled in high school was therefore greater by more 
than two-fifths in the districts having high schools than in those 
having only one-room schools.
In four counties, the number of farm pupils attending high 
school was less than 20 percent of the rural elementary enroll­
ment. In contrast, the number living in districts with graded sys­
tems who were enrolled in high school did not fall below 31 per­
cent of the elementary enrollment in any county; and in only 
three was it less than 36 percent. Similarly, there were but three 
counties (Calhoun, Cass and Clay) in which the number of high 
school pupils from rural districts exceeded 40 percent of the ele­
mentary enrollment. In contrast, there were 73 counties in which 
the resident high school enrollment from consolidated, town and 
city districts exceeded 40 percent of the elementary enrollment. 
In four of these (Carroll, Dubuque, Grundy and Hardin) the 
percentage was between 50 and 60; and in Chickasaw County it 
was 61.
After 14, School Attendance of 
Rural Children Slumps
The percentage of children below the age of 14 attending school 
was about the same in 1939-40 in the rural elementary districts and 
in those having high schools. At 14, however, when 95 percent of 
the children in districts with high schools were attending school, 
only 86 percent of the children living in rural districts were doing 
so. At the age of 15, the percentages in school had dropped to 92 
and 73 respectively. During the next two years, when the pupils 
were 16 and 17 years o f age, 78 percent of those who lived in the 
districts with high schools were still in school, but only 58 percent 
of the pupils in the rural districts. At the ages of 18 and 19, the re­
spective percentages of the two groups enrolled in school were 33 
and 17. And at 20, approximately 15 percent of the young people 
living in consolidated, town and city districts were in college as
15
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compared with less than 5 percent from the districts with one- 
room rural schools.
As would be expected, young people living in the two types of 
districts differ widely in their educational attainments when they 
have finished school. If, for example, we should take a typical 
group of 100 at the age of 25, who have been reared in rural dis­
tricts having only elementary schools, we would find 19 who had 
not finished the eighth grade. In a similar group from the districts 
which maintain high schools, there would be only five who had 
not finished eighth grade. Among the rural young people, there 
would be 43 who had graduated from high school; but there would 
be 65 from the consolidated and urban districts who had graduated. 
There would be some in both groups who had attended college; but 
there would be only 4 in the group from the rural districts, while 
there would be 19 from the districts with high schools. And as 
for college graduates, there would be only one in the rural group, 
but seven in the group from consolidated and urban districts.
It is evident that the unsatisfactory educational conditions 
which exist in rural elementary districts of Iowa have produced a 
generation of young people who are not so well prepared for life 
today as are those living in other Iowa communities. The truth is 
that Iowa has two distinct systems of schools operating side by 
side—the first consisting of districts which have only rural ele­
mentary schools, the second of districts which have high schools. 
When we compare the educational levels to which the two systems 
raise their young people, one—the rural system— is found to be 
greatly inferior to the other. In this system dwell about a quarter 
of a million young people, or approximately 27 percent of all of 
Iowa’s children and youth under 21 years of age. These young 
people will eventually take charge of Iowa’s basic industry; and 
upon their efficiency will depend the prosperity of the state and. the 
well-being of its people. There is inequity involved in depriving 
farm youth of educational opportunities that all other Iowa young 
people have. Furthermore the state is clearly pursuing a policy 
toward rural youth which operates strongly against its own best 
long-time interests.
16
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III. W H Y  EQ U A L OPPORTUNITY IS DENIED 
TO  FARM YOUTH
The educational handicap of Iowa’s farm children who live in 
districts without high schools is not, of course, the result of a 
deliberate policy. It has apparently come about without intention 
on the part of anyone and without our being aware of it.
There appears to be but one way of providing for rural chil­
dren educational opportunities equal to those enjoyed by other 
children o f the state. It is to enroll them in the same schools that 
other children are attending; that is, in graded school systems 
which are already in operation. It is necessary to enroll them in 
the same schools that other children attend because the number of 
graded systems already existing is sufficient to take care o f the 
needs o f virtually all Iowa children. To build, additional schools 
for farm children would increase the educational facilities of the 
state beyond present or probable future needs. Moreover, if this 
were done, there would be so many small school systems that a 
large proportion of them could neither operate economically nor 
provide educational programs of acceptable quality.
Still another requirement must apparently be met if this prob­
lem of better education for farm children is to be solved. Not only 
should they attend the same schools as other children, but their 
parents should live inside the districts in which those schools are . 
located. Otherwise rural people will have no voice in controlling 
their children’s education, will be without schools of their own 
and will be wholly dependent upon the people of other districts for 
whatever education the latter see fit to provide for their children. 
Such a condition is not in accord with the American pattern of 
life, which requires that every community have a school of its 
own. Merely to send rural children to existing town systems as 
non-resident tuition pupils while their parents continue to live out­
side the districts maintaining such schools would therefore be an 
unsatisfactory solution of the problem. Instead, the districts main­
taining graded systems should be enlarged so as to include all of 
the territory from which their rural pupils come. Then, and then 
only, will farm people share with their town neighbors the control 
of schools which their children attend.
17
Lancelot and Morgan: Iowa's vanishing farm youth and their schools
Published by Iowa State University Digital Repository, 1946
685
W hy Iowa Neglects Its Farm Children
The inequality in educational opportunity as between farm and 
nonfarm children in Iowa may be easily explained. Because the 
value of farm land is so high in our state, the amount of taxable 
farm property per farm child is, on the average, about three times 
as great as the amount of nonfarm property per nonfarm child. 
The result is that when farm and town people are joined together 
in the same school districts, in which both must pay the same 
school tax rates, farm people have to pay in taxes approximately 
three times as much per child as the town people. In general, they 
are unwilling to enter into so one-sided an arrangement. And be­
cause of this, the reorganization of school districts by the union of 
farm and town areas cannot be brought about.
In 1940, the taxable valuation of all farm property in the state 
was approximately 1,990 million dollars. The number of children 
from 5 to 20 years of age living on farms was 282,368. W e find 
by dividing, that the amount of farm property per farm child was 
$7,050. The value of all taxable nonfarm property in the state was 
slightly more than 967 million dollars, and the number of children 
from 5 to 20 years of age living in the towns and cities was 409,- 
517. The amount of nonfarm property per nonfarm child wras 
therefore $2,362; and since $7,050 is 2.98 times $2,362, the average 
amount of farm property per farm child for the state as a whole 
was almost exactly three times that of non farm property per non­
farm child.
It follows that if the farm people living in a representative Iowa 
community should join with the people in a near-by village or 
town to form a new school district, the amount of property taxes 
paid per farm child would be approximately three times the 
amount paid per town child. And the result would be the same 
if all farm areas of Iowa should be united with the villages, towns 
and cities to form new school districts.
Farm people in the consolidated districts of Iowa, and also in 
the town independent districts which include farm lands, are now 
paying far more for the education of their children than are non­
farm people living in the same districts. In a study o f 191 con­
solidated districts which was conducted in 1940 and 1941, the num­
ber of farm and nonfarm children was determined for each dis-
18
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TABLE 3. RATIO OIF FARM PROPERTY PER CHILD TO NONFARM PROP­
ERTY PER CHILD IN IOW A IN 1940.
Sources: U. S. Census of 1940 and Report o f Iowa Tax Commission in 1941.
County
In farm areas In nonfarm areas Ratio of 
farm 
property 
to
nonfarm
property
per
child
Number
of
children 
5-20 
years old 
inclusive
Total
value
of
taxable
property
Taxable
property
per
child
5-20
inclusive
Number
of
children 
5-20 
years old 
inclusive
Total
value
of
taxable
property
Taxable
property
per
child
5-20
inclusive
The state. . . . . 282,368
$
1,989,638,685 7,050 409,517
*
967,382,182
$
2,362 2.98
Adair............. . 2,502 17,753,464 7,095 1,164 2,085,918 1,790 3.96Adams............. 2,013 13,826,649 6,870 937 1,406,897 1 ;500 4.58Allamakee . . . . 2,969 14,696,885 4,950 1,899 3,205’ 145 L690 2.93Appanoose. . . . 2,542 10,286,893 4,040 4,480 5,079,966 i;i3 5 3.58Audubon......... 2,297 17,163,355 7,465 1,114 2 1456¡342 2,205 3.38Benton............ 3,283 30,013,213 9,140 2,976 5,782,700 1Ì945 4 70Black Hawk... 3,524 24,340,906 6,900 16,794 401458^739 2,380 2.90Boone.............. 3,718 25,364,086 6,815 4,594 7,891,824 1 ;720 3.96Bremer............ 2,818 17,766,444 6,305 2,109 5,136,771 2; 435 2.59Buchanan........ 3,257 18,312,564 5,620 2,124 4 i452i842 2,095 2.68Buena Vista... 2,567 25,637,258 9,990 2,814 6,274^430 2 ,230 4.48Butler.............. 3,256 20,675,640 6,350 1,963 4,124,344 2; 100 3.02Calhoun.......... 2,835 25,646,507 9,045 2,157 5 ^516,307 2,560 3.54Carroll............. 3,679 24,688,699 6,710 3,337 6,228,235 L870 3.58Cass................. 2,459 21,622,076 8,790 2,423 4,502,455 i;860 4.72Cedar.............. 2,629 23,745,248 9,040 1,707 4,215,023 2 ,485 3 64Cerro Gordo .. 2,799 20,949,953 7,490 9,272 24’386i180 2,630 2.85Cherokee......... 2,778 23,640,698 8,510 2,427 5 j003|l60 2,060 4 13Chickasaw. . . . 2,737 14,635,614 5,350 1,499 3 i123i877 2,045 2.62Clarke............. 1,807 10,117,153 5,600 1,061 l j 899^152 1,790 3.27Clay................ 2,535, 23,014,832 9,085 2,480 4,792,525 L930 4.71Clayton........... 3,987 22,675,296 5,680 2,716 5 j076i454 1,870 3.04Clinton............ 3,166 25,949,864 8,200 8,259 191542^537 2 ,365 3.46Crawford........ 3,398 28,659,570 8,440 2,681 4Ì6Ì3.533 1 ;720 4.91Dallas.............. 2,917 24,736,986 8,485 3,658 7¿070Ì892 1 ;930 4.40Davis.............. 2,053 9,844,735 4,795 1,123 l', 596,675 1,420 3.48Decatur.......... 2,409 11,317,876 4,695 1,652 2 j393j726 1 ,430 3.24Delaware........ 3,478 21,085,338 6,060 2,010 3 i501i804 1,740 3.49Des Moines. .. ■2,124 13,619,554 6,410 7,154 18j586 !426 2,600 2.46Dickinson....... 1,791 12,774,563 7,130 1,663 4,557,004 2; 740 2.60Dubuque......... 3,890 19,531,445 5,025 13,888 37,716,402 2,720 1.85Emmet............ 1,675 13,852,657 8,270 2,031 3„984,197 L960 4.22Fayette............ 4,130 25,314,163 6,130 4,099 7j484j353 i;820 3 .3 7F loyd ............. 2,310 15,708,579 6,795 2,948 6 i469’903 2;i95 3.10Franklin.......... 2,771 22,587,932 8,150 1,879 41126 479 2 ; 195 3.72Fremont.......... 2,451 18,373,774 7,500 1,807 2,389,738 1,320 5 .6 8Greene............. 2,595 23,111,403 8,910 1,965 3Ì988Ì979 2; 030 4.39Grundy........... 2,269 21,499,637 9,480 1,388 3 ’ 141|258 2; 255 4 20Guthrie........... 3,073 19,869,931 6,465 1,911 3jll9 j447 1Ì630 3.96Hamilton........ 3,005 23,596,352 7,860 2,792 4,948,447 L770 4.44Hancock.......... 2,954 20,788,640 7,040 1,598 2Ì876Ì364 i ; 8oo 3.92Hardin............ 2,598 20,552,443 7,910 3,753 6Ì876.677 L835 4.31Harrison.. . . . . 3,523 23,332,997 6,615 3,392 4Ì507Ì50Ò L330 4.97Henry............. 2,237 14,319,931 6,400 2,128 3,473,622 1,630 3 92Howard........... 2,328 12,741,423 5,470 1,456 3 i284j394 2; 255 2 43Humboldt....... 2,036 17,675,320 8,685 1,880 3,331,585 1Ì770 4.91Ida.................. 1,940 17,726,186 9,135 1,235 3,168,319 2,565 3.56Iowa................ 2,939 20,409,712 6,950 1,831 2,410,445 i ; 315 5.28Jackson........... 2,990 16,565,945 5,540 2,277 4 i153j605 1Ì825 3.04Jasper___ > . 3,864 27,088,556 7,010 5,181 8,979,263 1Ì730 4.05Jefferson..'___ 1,962 12,882,363 6,555 2,271 3.80Ü258 1 ;675 3.92Johnson........... 3,325 21,842,324 6,570 4,841 14;9891640 3400 2.12Jones............... 2,808 20,150,958 7,175 2,504 3,970;902 i;585 4 53Keokuk........... 3,025 20,215,297 6,685 1,964 3^891,365 i;980 3.38Kossuth.......... 5,148 35,643,013 6,920 3,089 4,952|634 L600 4.32Lee.................. 2,552 15,423,121 6,045 7,848 19,926i052 2Ì540 2.38Linn................ 3,839 26,084,101 6,795 17,494 64,037,265 3; 660 1.86Louisa,............ 1,876 13,053,401 6,945 1,365 2,169;693 i;590 4.37Lucas.............. 2,048 10,804,895 5,225 2,165 2 ,694|938 L245 4.20Lyon................ 3,148 22,674,756 7,195 1,704 3,9061491 2; 290 3.14Madison......... 2,517 15,946,504 6,340 1,514 2.628Ì494 i;735 3 68Mahaska......... 3,384 20,253,538 5,980 3,730 7,655,691 2; 055 2^91Marion............ 3,022 19,471.916 6,440 4,140 4;288;307 1,035 6 .2 2
19
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TABLE 3—Continued
In farm areas In nonfarm areas Ratio of 
farm 
property 
to
nonfarm
property
per
child 1
County
Number
of
children 
5-20 
years old 
inclusive
Total
value
of
taxable
property
Taxable
property
per
child
5-20
inclusive
Number
of
children 
5-20 
years old 
inclusive
Total
value
of
taxable
property
Taxable
property
per
child
5-20
inclusive
3,083
$
24,078,733 7,$810 6,135
$
11,745,329
$
1,915 4.08
2,075 17,228,662 8,300 2,222 2,056,717 925 8.97
2,463 16,128,464 6,545 1,562 3,410,297 2,080 3.14
3,190 22,836,280 7,160 2,409 3,332,763 1,385 5.18
2,143 9,616,011 4,485 2,147 2,500,684 1,165 3.86
Montgomery. . 1,793 15,851,353 8,840 2,308 4,741,609 2,055 4.30
2,208 15,524,720 7,035 5,934 11,139,740 1,875 3.75
O’Brien........... 2,803 25,555,261 9,115 2,660 5,730,061 2,155 4.23
1,815 14,813,121 8,160 1,564 2,141,314 1,370 5.95
2,392 20,925,233 8,755 3,686 6,744,166 1,830 4.80
3,134 20,282,395 6,470 2,070 3,072,572 1,485 4.35
4,051 33,771,623 8,340 2,935 5,750,081 1,960 4.25
3,081 22,807,866 7,395 1,883 3,195,618 1,700 4.35
Polk................. 3,527 29,904,767 8,475 45,221 137,892,119 3,050 2.78
Pottawattamie 4,945 35,523,907 7,185 14,199 24,725,747 1,740 4.13
2,694 21,342,645 7,920 2,288 5,761,964 2,520 3.14
2,108 11,532,223 5,470 1,077 2,036,671 1,890 2.89
2,760 25,363,880 9,190 2,415 4,929,508 2,040 4.50
2,514 22,096,198 8,745 17,370 62,613,596 3,605 2.43
3,250 23,286,737 7,160 1,921 3,318,346 1,730 4.14
5,499 32,375,399 5,885 3,551 5,373,400 1,515 3.88
Story............... 2,998 23,917,402 7,975 6,013 10,498,448 1,745 4.57
Tama.............. 3,406 29,589,562 8,685 2,702 5,725,799 2,120 4.10
2,482 15,549,824 6,260 1,480 2,507,042 1,695 3.70
Union.............. 1,656 11,376,274 6,870 2,576 5,581,501 2,170 3.16
Van Buren.. . . 1,848 9,377,860 5,075 1,201 1,600,304 1,330 3.82
Wapello........... 2,420 12,845,515 5,305 9,434 19,674,929 2,085 2.54
Warren............ 2,963 18,363,919 6,200 2,148 3,645,380 1,695 3.66
Washington. . . 3,008 21,467,386 7,155 2,390 5,429,121 2,275 3.14
Wayne.........>*. 1,994 11,460,676 5,745 1,661 2,393,893 1,440 3.99
Webster.......... 3,596 29,267,946 8,130 7,956 18,477,232 2,320 3.50
Winnebago----- 2,438 12,100,292 4,965 1,659 3,189,080 1,720 2.58
Winneshiek . . . 4,142 21,565,122 5,210 2,105 4,727,222 2,245 2.32
Woodbury. . . . 4,195 30,037,407 7,150 24,344 90,022,281 3,700 1.93
Worth........... . 2,048 13,142,171 6,415 1,215 2,085,345 1,715 3.74
Wright............ 2,789 22,276,689 7,990 3,064 5,306,713 1,730 4.62
trict, as was the amount of farm and nonfarm property. It was 
found that in these districts, which were widely scattered through­
out the state, the amount of taxable property per farm child was 
$7,265. while that per town child was $1,893. Thus the amount of 
property per farm child was 3.84 times the amount per nonfarm 
child. This means that farm people in these 191 districts were 
paying 3.84 times as much per child for education as were their 
town neighbors in the same districts. The figures showed further 
that farm people in these districts were paying $142.40 per year 
for each child of school age, whereas those living in towns were 
paying only $37.12.
20
Bulletin P, Vol. 3, No. 81 [1946], Art. 1
http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/bulletinp/vol3/iss81/1
688
Ratio of Farm and Nonfarm Property 
per Child Varies Widely
The average amount of taxable property per farm child was 
approximately three times that per nonfarm child for the entire 
state in 1940. In only 21 counties was it less than three times as 
great. These 21 counties included the larger cities of the state; 
and because of their large populations, they counterbalanced the 
remaining 78 counties, in which the property per farm child was 
more than three times that per nonfarm child. Among the latter 
78 counties, there were 39 in which the property per farm child 
was more than four times that per nonfarm child; and in six of 
these 39 counties, it actually exceeded five times the amount of 
property per nonfarm child.
In more than three-fourths of the counties of the state, then, 
if farm people wish to unite with their town neighbors to provide 
better education for their children, they must pay more than three 
times as much as the town people; and in 39 counties, or approxi­
mately two-fifths of all, the cost to farm people would be more 
than four times the cost to town people in the same districts.
The problem is complicated by the plight of several hundred 
small towns and villages not included in consolidated districts. For 
the most part they have established and are operating school sys­
tems which they are unable to support without help. That help 
comes from adjoining farm property which has been included in 
their independent school districts. In fact most of the town inde­
pendent districts of Iowa include from 2 to 5 square miles o f farm 
land. In some instances the amount included is from 10 to 15 
square miles. Since Iowa farm land is valuable, this greatly in­
creases the amount of property that is taxed for the support of 
local town schools. Without the taxes on such adjoining farm 
lands, many villages and towns would face school tax rates of 
from 50 to 100 mills, which would be intolerably high if not con­
fiscatory. The desire of nonfarm people for good schools is, o f 
course, highly commendable. Yet we may seriously question 
whether the help which they must have should come from their 
farm neighbors or from the state. This is true especially since the 
amount which owners of farm property have to pay is out o f all
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proportion to the number of children they have to be educated. 
A  recent study of 91 of these town independent districts has shown 
that farm people were paying 4.54 times as much per child for 
education as were town people in the same districts.
Farm Income Is Less Than Nonfarm Income
If the income of farm people per child were three or more 
times as great in Iowa as that of nonfarm people, there would 
apparently be no just ground for complaint regarding the unequal 
tax burden laid upon the two groups when they join to form new 
school districts. However, no such difference exists in times of 
peace. Instead, the average income of farm people per child in 
Iowa is actually less than that of nonfarm people.
For many years the United States Department of Commerce 
has been estimating annually the total cash income of these two 
groups separately for every state of the Union. These estimates 
show that the average income per child of the nonfarm people of 
Iowa during the 10-year period from 1930 to 1939, inclusive, was 
approximately $1,371 per year, while that of the farm people was 
but $662, or 48 percent as great. The income per child of the non­
farm group ranged from a low of $1,035 in 1933 to $1,691 in 1930; 
that of the farm people ranged from $145 in 1932 to $934 in 1930.
TABLE 4. COMPARISON OF FARM AND NONFARM INCOME PER IOW A
Year
Estimated Iowa 
income in 
millions of 
dollars
Number of children 
less than 21 
years of age
Incon 
child 
than 2 
of
ie per 
less 
1 years 
age
Percentage
farm
income of 
nonfarm 
income per 
childFarm* Nonfarm* Farmf Nonfarmf Farm Nonfarm
$ $ %
407 894 435,996 528,814 934 1,691 55
236 792 429,152 529,074 550 1,497 37
61 595 422,312 529,334 145 1,124 13
177 548 415,472 529,594 427 1,035 41
205 621 408,632 529,854 501 1,172 43
271 669 401,792 530,114 674 1,262 53
351 778 394,952 530,374 888 1,467 61
324 784 388,112 530,634 835 1,477 57
314 770 381,272 530,894 824 1,450 57
1939....... 314 814 374,432 531,154 839 1,533 55
Averages 266 726 405,212 529,984 662 1,371 48
•Estimates in this column have been furnished by the National Income Unit of the 
United States Department of Commerce. , , , . .. . / . ' I , .,
tThe numbers for the years after 1930 are estimated by taking one-tenth of the 
total change for the decade 1930-39, as shown by census reports, as the annual change 
in each group.
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A  detailed comparison of incomes of the two groups for each 
year of the decade is presented in table 4.
Certain inaccuracies are known to exist in this table. For ex­
ample, it has been assumed that all income from rent of land has 
been received by nonfarm people. The theory has been that non­
resident owners of land, as a group, are retired farmers who have 
removed to town or people living in towns and cities who have 
either inherited farms or purchased them for investment. In 
general, this assumption is true. Yet some rented farms are owned 
by farmers; and so the rent that is paid for them goes not to non­
farm people but to farm people. A  similar error exists with respect 
to the interest paid on farm loans, all o f which is assumed to have 
gone to nonfarm people. It appears that these errors could have 
had only slight effect on the findings reported in the table, since 
the amount o f rent and interest received by farm people is very 
small in comparison with total farm income of the state.
There are two other errors in the table which are much more 
serious. The first of these grows out of the facts that farm people 
produce a considerable part of their food in the forms o f meat, 
milk, eggs, vegetables and fruits and that the value of these should 
be added to their cash incomes before any comparison is made with 
incomes of town and city people. There is no satisfactory way co 
determine the value of such home-grown products on the average 
farm. However, we may estimate it roughly at 50 percent of the 
actual cash income, which is, beyond question, high enough; and 
the average farm income per child will thereby be raised from $662 
to $993.
The second error is that many people who live in towns and 
cities occupy rented homes and that the resulting expense, which 
farm people do not ordinarily have to bear, should apparently be 
deducted from their cash incomes before a comparison is made 
with the incomes of farm people. From the census of 1940 we 
find that the amount paid by the nonfarm people of Iowa as rental 
for homes was approximately 102 million dollars in that year2. 
If cash income of nonfarm people is reduced by this amount, the 
average nonfarm income per child becomes $1,177. It follows, 
then, that when full allowance is made for the two really serious 
errors in the table, the average income per farm child, which is
2See U. S. Census, 1940, Vol. 4, Part 2, p. 435.
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estimated above at $993, is still less than 85 percent of the average 
nonfarm income per child.
To those who hold that people should be required to pay taxes 
according to their incomes, the foregoing means that when farm 
and nonfarm people are included in the same Iowa school districts, 
farm people as a group should pay only about 85 percent as much 
per child as nonfarm people. It is, o f course, very difficult to 
reconcile this view with two facts: (1 ) That the laws of Iowa re­
quire them instead to pay three times as much as non farm people; 
and (2 ) that approximately one-fourth of all farm people in the 
state— those who live in consolidated and town independent dis­
tricts— are at present paying more than three times as much as 
their town neighbors in the same districts. Actually, if the entire 
state should be reorganized to form new school districts by uniting 
farm and nonfarm areas under existing laws, and if the total 
school budget of the state should remain at about 45 million dollars, 
as during the early years of the war, then farm people would have 
to spend approximately 7.5 percent of their total income for edu­
cation, whereas nonfarm people would have to spend but 2.4 per­
cent of their income for that purpose.
IV* SO M E PLANS FO R EQ UALIZIN G  
THE TA X BURDEN
The educational handicap of children who live in districts with 
one-room rural schools apparently can be removed whenever the 
people of Iowa choose to do so. The problem is unmistakably 
economic and relatively simple. It requires only that the burden 
of cost be so adjusted that neither farm nor nonfarm people will 
have to bear more than their proportionate share. If costs were 
equalized between these two groups, most of the farm people of 
Iowa would almost certainly be willing to join with those living 
in towns to form enlarged, community-wide districts. Then all 
children would enjoy the same educational advantages.
If each group should pay according to the number of its chil­
dren of school age, then the school tax rate in mills on farm prop­
erty would be, on the average, one-third as great as that on non­
farm property in the same districts. This follows from the fact 
that there are approximately one-third as many children in pro-
24
Bulletin P, Vol. 3, No. 81 [1946], Art. 1
http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/bulletinp/vol3/iss81/1
692
portion to the amount of taxable property in the farm areas as in 
the towns and cities of Iowa.
The cost of good education under peacetime conditions is about 
$75 per year for each elementary pupil and $125 for each high 
school pupil enrolled. To provide such education for Iowa’s non­
farm children in 1940. would have required a tax rate of 26.54 
mills on all nonfarm property in the state. In contrast, to provide 
education equally costly for the farm children (assuming that the 
same percentage of them were in school) would have required a 
tax rate of only 9.02 mills on farm property.3 Yet if these two 
groups join for school purposes under the present laws of Iowa, 
both must pay the same school tax rates on their property. In the 
consolidated districts, which have been formed by the union of 
farm and nonfarm people, the average rate in 1940 was approxi­
mately 19 mills.
The problem of equalizing taxes for farm and nonfarm fami­
lies must be solved if the rural and urban children of Iowa are to 
have equal educational opportunities in the future. The solution of 
this problem requires that the tax burden of the two groups be ad­
justed to correspond more or less closely to the number of children 
in each. We should note that this action would bring their relative 
burdens quite closely into line with actual ability to pay, as de­
termined by their relative incomes.
Solutions That Have Been Tried Elsewhere
Iowa is by no means the only state in which there is a relatively 
wide difference in the amounts of farm and nonfarm property per 
child. This condition exists in most of the midwestern states. Data 
secured from state auditors, supplemented by information reported 
in the United States census of 1940, indicates that the amount of 
property per farm child in South Dakota is about four times as 
great as that per nonfarm child. In Illinois, the ratio appears to 
be approximately 2.5, in Nebraska, 2.4 and in Minnesota, 2.3. The 
ratios in Wisconsin and Kansas are about 1.6 and 1.7 respectively; 
but in Missouri the value of property per farm child is apparently 
less than that per non farm child. Thus the problem of equalizing 
the tax burden of farm and nonfarm people when the fWo groups
»Computed from data reported in the United States Census, Vol. II, Part 2. pp. 
858-860, and in the Iowa Tax Commission Report for 1941, p. 79.
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unite to form new school districts exists in all except one of the 
seven states which touch Iowa.
Minnesota has made the most direct and perhaps the most 
effective attack upon the problem. In those counties which have 
more than 20 elementary schools, the law provides that the school 
tax rate on farm property in districts with high schools cannot 
exceed the average tax rate in the rural elementary districts of the 
county by more than 10 percent. But if the number of elementary 
schools in any given county is less than 20, the school tax rate on 
farm lands in such districts shall not exceed one-half of that on 
the nonfarm land— the town or city real estate— in the same dis­
tricts. In addition, liberal state aid is provided to weak districts, 
many of which are located in rural areas. In some instances this 
aid amounts to from 40 to 50 percent of the total cost of main­
taining and operating the local schools. Since the money distrib­
uted as state aid comes mainly from income taxes, which are 
chiefly paid by people in the urban centers, it tends to shift further 
the excessive burden of school costs from the shoulders of the 
farm people.
On the whole, Minnesota seems to have equalized the educa­
tional costs of farm and nonfarm people living in the same dis­
tricts in quite an admirable manner. In fact it appears to be the 
only one of the North Central States which has come to grips with 
this problem and arrived at anything like a satisfactory solution of 
it.
South Dakota, in which the ratio of farm to nonfarm property 
per child is higher than in any other North Central state, has 
adopted the plan of setting a school tax limit of 8 mills on farm 
land, provided its value is $17 or more per acre. Property in South 
Dakota is assessed at its full or true value as compared with 60 
percent of the true value in Iowa. As a result, a rate of 8 mills 
there would be equivalent to approximately 13.3 mills in our own 
state. While this is lower than Iowa's school tax ceiling of 15 
mills, it still seems much too high to correct the great inequality in 
farm and nonfarm property per child in South Dakota.
Other states bordering Iowa have not officially recognized the 
problem of tax inequality in school districts that include both farm 
and nonfarm people. Wisconsin and Illinois provide state aid for 
local schools. However, it is not distributed in such a way as to
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of the state, both rural and urban. In some districts, of course, this 
would not be true. These would require help from the state. Very 
many others, however—perhaps a majority—would require no 
such assistance; and there would be a relatively large number that 
could operate their schools on less than the ceiling tax rates. The 
plan has the merit of simplicity. Moreover, it would permit a 
general reorganization of school districts under a guarantee that 
tax rates would not be much, if any, affected by such action.
The two plans above possess a common fault. In both, the rela­
tive tax rates paid by farm and nonfarm property owners would 
be determined chiefly by the average ratio of farm and nonfarm 
property per child for the state as a whole. This is unsatisfactory 
because the ratio varies greatly by counties (see table 3), and even 
more widely in the various communities of Iowa.
A  third plan for equalizing the amounts paid by farm and non­
farm taxpayers provides that:
(1 ) The board of education*in each district which includes 
both farm and nonfarm property would determine the annual 
school budget in the usual manner.
(2 ) It would levy against each type of property— farm and 
nonfarm—a tax rate in mills which would represent its share of 
the total budget. This would be determined by the ratio of farm 
to nonfarm property per child for the district or the county.
(3) The state would assume the amount, if any, above the 
yield of a tax of 10 mills on farm property, or 30 mills on non­
farm property, required to maintain a standard educational pro­
gram.
Under this plan, if the amount of farm property per child in 
any given district were, let Us say, 3.4 times as great as the amount 
of nonfarm property per nonfarm child, then the tax rate in mills 
on nonfarm property would be 3.4 times as great as that on farm 
property. Thus the plan would, like the preceding one, be simple 
in operation. Furthermore, the relative amounts of taxes paid in 
any given community by rural and town people would be deter­
mined by home conditions rather than by those prevailing in the 
state at large.
A  fourth plan, which has received some consideration, and 
which, in the opinion of the authors, would be fairer than any 
other because it would distribute the cost burden according to
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“ ability to pay,”  would substitute an income tax for the present 
property taxes for all local purposes, including schools. Budgets 
would be determined as at present; but the amounts called for 
would be levied not against property in the taxing districts, but 
against incomes of the people residing in them. This would 
represent a radical departure from traditional practices in taxation. 
Yet it should be no more difficult to administer than the present 
plan, especially since income taxes are now collected at both the 
state and federal levels. It would be based on the most valid of 
all tax principles. A  serious fault, however, would be that the yield 
from income taxes would fluctuate greatly with economic con­
ditions, unless we manage our economic affairs in. the future in 
such a way as to reduce fluctuations in business. In any event, 
there appears to be no reason why balances cannot be accumulated 
through income taxes in years of prosperity and used to finance 
programs of state aid in years of depression.
Still another proposal, which appears to be worthy of attention, 
would authorize the appointment of additional members of town 
school boards from rural districts sending tuition pupils to their 
schools. These appointed board members would have equal privi­
leges with elected members to vote on all matters except financial 
measures affecting only the town independent district. Thus farm 
people would be given a voice in control of the schools attended 
by their children, even though they live outside the districts in 
which those schools are located.
Other plans have been suggested, but those above are sufficient 
to show that there are practicable ways of removing the education­
al handicap of Iowa farm children living in districts with only 
elementary schools. Indeed, that end could be achieved without 
increasing appreciably the school tax rate of local property owners 
anywhere in the state. In very many communities the present ex­
cessive rates would be substantially reduced.
County Boards Hold Key to the Problem
By action of the last General Assembly, the county boards of 
education were made primarily responsible for promoting school 
district reorganization in Iowa. These boards are required to take 
the initiative in planning such reorganization on a county-wide
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farm property for school support—nor is it intended to do so. 
Nebraska and Kansas have not tried to solve the problem, although 
Kansas has recently enacted a law which will apparently force a 
general reorganization, of its school districts, despite unequal dis­
tribution of the cost between rural and urban taxpayers.
Iowa's Efforts to Find an Answer
Our own state has so far made no serious attempt to equalize 
the cost of education for farm and nonfarm people when the two 
groups unite in any community to form new school districts. Two 
measures looking to this end are in operation. One provides state 
aid for transportation amounting to about $18 per child. This aid 
reduces local school budgets; but since it goes in any given case to 
the district as a whole, reducing the taxes for farm and nonfarm 
people equally, it does not alter the relative amounts paid in prop­
erty taxes by the two groups. Nevertheless, this form of aid is 
desirable. Apparently money expended in this manner will do 
more toward equalizing educational opportunity in Iowa than 
would the same amount expended in any other way of which we 
know.
< ; The other measure is that placing a school tax ceiling o f 15 
mills on farm property. This was intended primarily to protect the 
owners of farms located in town independent districts and in some 
consolidated districts against excessively high school taxes. How­
ever, too little money has been appropriated to refund to farm 
owners the amounts paid in excess of the 15-mill limit. On the 
average, it will probably reduce the tax rate o f farm owners in 
consolidated districts by from 1 to 3 mills, and those of farm own­
ers in town independent districts by from 5 to 15 mills. With both 
o f the above measures in effect, however, and the state meeting its 
obligations in full, farm people would still have to pay about 2.5 
times as much per child for the education of their children as 
would nonfarm people in districts which include both groups. It 
follows, therefore, that while these measures are pointed in the 
right direction, they fall far short of equalizing the property tax 
burdens of rural and urban property owners.
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Some Plans Adapted to Iowa Conditions
Several plans have been suggested whereby Iowa might equal­
ize the costs for farm and nonfarm people when the two groups 
join to form new school districts.
One of these would follow the general pattern of the Minnesota 
plan. In counties having more than some minimum number of 
rural elementary schools— say 20, or perhaps 30— the school tax 
rate on farm lands located in districts with high schools would not 
exceed the average rate in the elementary districts by more than 10 
percent; but in counties having fewer than the specified number of 
rural schools, the tax rate would not exceed one-third of that 
levied against nonfarm property in the same districts. And further 
relief from the school tax burden would be provided in the form 
of state aid for weak districts.
Since most counties in Iowa have a considerable number of 
rural elementary schools, the school tax rate on farm property in 
districts with high schools would be not more than 10 percent 
higher than the average rate in rural school districts, about 9 mills 
in times of peace. Thus most farm property lying in such districts 
would pay approximately 10 mills under this plan. In counties 
with so few rural schools that the tax rate on farm property in 
districts with high schools would be set at one-third of that on 
nonfarm property, the farm rate would still be about 10 mills, 
since the average peacetime school tax rate on nonfarm property 
in Iowa is not far from 30 mills.
A  second plan, which seems logical in view of the fact that 
Iowa has already set a “ ceiling” on the school tax rate on farm 
property is :
(1 ) To reduce this ceiling rate from 15 mills to 10 mills and 
to set a similar ceiling rate three times as great, or 30 mills, on all 
nonfarm property in the state; and
(2) To provide from the state treasury any amounts needed 
in excess of these ceilings to maintain an educational program 
meeting prescribed standards.
As this plan would work out, the amount which the state would 
pay would not be large. The yield from a 10-mill tax on all farm 
property and a 30-mill tax on nonfarm property would be more 
than that required to provide a standard program for all children
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basis and in calling elections in which the people of the affected 
districts will approve or reject the proposed plans.
To devise a sound plan for reorganization of the school dis­
tricts of an entire county is no light task. The boundaries of each 
community must be determined with maximum precision. Yet they 
lie at nearly every point in a zone of “no man’s land”  about mid­
way between the towns. The praiseworthy competitive spirit which 
causes each village to try to expand its trade territory in all di­
rections must be respected, yet often disregarded. Roads and na­
tural obstacles to travel must be taken into account, as must also, 
at times, racial and religious affiliations. The task is made more 
difficult by the requirement that the new, proposed districts include 
enough children and enough property to make possible the econom­
ical operation of a satisfactory school system. To devise plans that 
will conform to these all but irreconcilable requirements clearly de­
mands wisdom, understanding of human nature qnd educational 
vision of the highest order. ,
Assuming that the county boards of education are able to per­
form their difficult task successfully, they apparently are still 
destined to see their efforts end in failure. For when the boards 
submit their final plans to the voters for approval, the farm people 
may be expected in nearly all instances to reject them. They will 
do this, not necessarily because they disapprove of such plans, but 
because they know that if the plans are approved, they will be re­
quired in the future to pay far more for the education of their 
children than will the town people with whom they unite. It follows ‘ 
that the best efforts of county boards of education toward reorgani­
zation are alrhost certain to prove futile. The General Assembly 
has, it seems, officially assigned to the county boards of education 
an impassible task. Obviously there should be some modification 
of the terms of that assignment. If county boards of education are 
to be held responsible for school district reorganization, they clear­
ly have the right to ask that the performance of that task at least 
be made possible.
Meanwhile Iowa's Farm Children Stand Waiting
nature of the great obstacle which prevents further school 
district reorganization in Iowa has now become clear. Only by the 
umm of farm and fawn areas to form new school districts can the
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farm children of the state secure an equal chance with other chil­
dren to get the kind of education they are certain to need in the 
future. Strongly as farm people desire such an education for their 
children, they are unwilling to take it upon terms which to them 
seem so unfair. They have not known, of course, the precise 
mathematical odds that have been laid down against them under 
IoWa law. Yet they arrived many years ago at the conclusion that 
they have to bear altogether too large a share of the cost when they 
.join hands with people who live in villages and towns to provide 
better education for their children. In this conviction they have 
stood immovable for 20 years or more; and it appears that they 
will remain so as long as the present arrangement stands.
In the light of our present knowledge, the unwillingness of 
rural people in recent years to proceed further with school re­
organization of any sort seems to have been fully justified. It ap­
pears further that those farm people who live in consolidated and 
town independent districts have just reason to ask for relief from 
their present excessive burden in supporting their local schools. 
And it is equally clear that Iowa should in some way remove the 
obstruction which lies across the pathway of its rural children, 
who desire and are entitled to an education equal to that provided 
for all other young people of the state.
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